
DOUMENT RESUME

ED 132 204 TM 005.941

AUTHOR Naccarato, Richard W.; And Others
, TITLE Student Patings Halo Effect lieduttion by A;.,eration

of Standard instructions. 76-18. Educational
Assessment Center Project; 554.

INSTITUTION Washington Univ., Seattle. Educational Assessment
Center.

PUB DATE Nov 76
NOTE 21p.

* DP.S. PRICE

DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

MT-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage.
College Students; Correlation; *Course Evaluation;
Educational Diagnosis; Effective Teaching; *Higher
EdlicationI Item Analysis; *Rating Scales; *Student
Evalliation of.TiAcher Performance; Testing; *Testing
'Probfems

. *Halo Effect; *Instructional Assessment System Form
*

ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine if

correlations among student tatings items designed to be diagnostic ,

could be lowered through.use of zpecial instructions to raters. The
authors argue that the lowering of inter.-item correlations is
indicative of a reduction of the halo effect which leads tO greater
item diagnosticity. The e'xpe'timental group first ranked items in
terms of importance, then Toted the course with the diagnostic items,'
then rated the course with the general items. This order was reversed
fot the control group. The correlations among items were
significantly lower 'for the expetimental group. (Author)

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy 'available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERtC makes available
* via the,ER'IC Document Reproduction ServiceAEDRS). EDRS is not
* responsible for(the quality of the original document. Reproduction;*
* supplied by EDRS are the,best that can be made from the original. *
********************4#************************************************,



JID

EP

4.-."

#

ret

EDUCATIdNAL ASSESSMENT CENTER

University of Washington, 1400 Campus Parkway, PB-30, Seattle, Washington 98195 (206) 543-1170

;lb*,

ttlir

Instructiemal EtitdUation

).

et,

Educational, Psychological, ahd Survey.R.es'er.eh

Test Administration, Construction" Scoring, and Artelysis..

.

i47



t
Educ4iOna1 .AsseisMent Center

4t-

UniverSity ofWas ngton;

November:1970

IP

Z-vt,

76-13

Student Rati gs Halo Effect Reduction',

by Alterati of 1Standard Instructions

Richard W. Nacceratb, Miriam A. Goldstein Ed.(

Gerald N. Giflmore

A Abstract

'Thepurpose of this study was to determine.if correlations among
iiudent ratings items.designed'to be diagnostic could be lowered
through use of-special instvuctions to raters. The authors argue
that the lowering of inter-item correlations is indicative of a
reduction,of the halo effdet which leads to greater item diag-
nosticity. The experimental group first ranked items in ,terms
of importance, then rated the course with the diagnostic items,
hen rated ,the course uith the general items. This\order was

ersed fdr the control group. The correlations ,a0ong items
ere significantly lower for the experimental group

Educational Assescment Center Project: 554

4

3



0 m '`. . ,

1-, e .
.0 0

i

..

.. ,

.
.

A
StudentRatinga of Half:. Effect Redaction $y Alteration.

.

2 .
.. .. r. . -" 4.. t

of Stanilard Instructidiks

Richard W. Naccardto, Ariani:A: Goldsiein

4.

Gerald n. Gillmore

,

-

Students' evaluations of college courses continue to receive attention
4.

from faculty and administration in inetitutions pf higher learning.' In a recent

paper on student-faculty evaluations Permut speaks of the dethand for "account-
_

ability in higher edUcation" and of the brighter spotlight being-shone'upon

student eValuations, not'only by administrators and faculty, but by'students and
*

governmeatal agencies (1974,-p: 413. ybethet student ratings are to be use&

for administrativedecision-making or instructiPnal improvement,At is.desirable

to reduce the effect of extraneous factors on the results. This study, centers

itself around the "halo' effect that apparently exists in many rating.situations,, -

and assesses the impact of a strategy to reduce this.contaminating effect,upon

the usefulness of student ratings for diagnosis,of instructional problems.

Costin, Greenough, and 1enges (1971) defined the halo ef'feci 'as the tendency
,

of raters to reslio arly to allatems on the basis of some set impression.

The origin or causes of these aetimPre'ssions la relatively unknown; however,

most studies have attributed the imprssions to various percePtual and attitu-
e

dinal prikesses within the individual, Widlak, McDaniel, and-Feldhusen-(Note 3)

performed a factor anal5iais of student ratinga results in order:to assess existing

halo efgects. Using the Course-Instructor Evaluation (CIE) from Purdue
rT'

744University, they correlated 18 evaluation items and,concluded that the halo"\'

effect was so strong in the CIE that the specific item ratings-may have little

diagnostic value in assessing. a t

/P

s strengths and weaknesses. In A ,
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Student Ratings Effect

ir

statistical analysis of data from the first year s use of the Instructional

Assessment System (IAS) at the Univers", of"Wa-shington (involving the instrument

used in this study), Gillmore (Note 1) reported fairly high correlations among

items designed.to be diagnostic in,purpose. The correlations, coMputed with'

classes as the unit, averaged about 70.° Gillmo A suggested that these high

oorrelations could indicate tjle presence of a strong halo effect, and importantly

may limit the diagnostic value of the iteMs. Gillmore cautioned that "...one
V.

wile) doe6 well in his teaching in one area [possibly] also tends to do well in

other areas, and vice versa. In other words, .the halo may be,.in fact, an

accurate perception." (21- 2).

One very evident we yhich,student rating results can be used ta improve
t .

Instruction is for the 1nserUttor io%oncentrate'on those itemk oh which he is
,

iated low, and.try to improve' ih the areas aseeesed bq the In otheritems.

words- he.can use 1.ems on CAliCh he is rkied,loW. asAiagnosric of particular

problema,. However, insofar as items are highlocortelated across classes, the
:

lower rated items will not.be indicative-oflparticularproblems. The rela-

tivelq low Mean values will be a result of random error or be an artifact of/

the intensity,with which the item is worded. Thue, high inter-item correlations

restrict thediagnostic value Of the instrum nt, whether the high correlations

Accurately reflect reality or not.

Thus' farq,we have based our arguments, both for thelexiatence of a halo

effect'and for the Conaequent,loss'of item 4agnosticity, on high inter-item'

ii

'correlations across classes. However, halH effecta are usually thoughtof' as,

emanating fram an individual rather than a group; ,Clearly.for student instrut-
,..

tional ratings, a halo effect must be opertingwithin individuals in order tO

be oper tins for claases. Hfgh inter-iterft correlations across individuals



Studeht aStinga Effect-
)

within a class wonld seem to be necessary if not Sufficient evidence of the-7-

existence/of a halo effect at the individUal- level. ,Furthermore,'to reduce
7-)

across Classes, which are caused by a halo effect,
.

:one mUst be able to reduce the inter-item correlations within classes.

.correlations among item means

,The purpose of the present study ip to,determine if the correlations amang

the diagnostic items of the

ior administering the forms-.

was altered in twocregards.

LAS can be reduced by altering thq standard prOCedure

SpeCifically, standard'administrative procedure

First,'IAS:forms cottain.items within three secttohs,

with items within the initial section' being designed to be global or general in

nature. Since students normally complete this section prior to continuing on

to the diagnostic items, the general items may produce a set to resOond at a

. given level throughout the instrument. This level would probably he based on

4r, the students overall judgment .of the quality'of the course and inStruCtor.

Thus, mit' first serategy for reducing inter-item correlations was to have experi-

mental:subjects reepond to the diagnostic portion of the,,form prior to responding
4

. 0
. to the general items.

.0

Our seCond strategy was based on the tation that students possibly do not

take the time and effort to read and consider itemt carefully before responding,
,

i
ana, hence, o not =Ice careful' discriminations baded'ent item content. To

'Pp

counteract this teKlency, if, it exists, we forced experiMental.studentd to

make fine discriminations:among the diagnostieitems by requesting that they

be ranked'in terms of importance_in assessing teaching effectivenas'Orior to

being used to rate theicourse. As a somewhat serendipitoue result of.this

strategx,we were also able to obtain date'oli the relative importance of the

various items as perceived by students.
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4

Sub ects. Ninety-Six students from an eltmentary economics courSe at the:
/ ;

University of Washington. particfpate4 in the study. Tourquiz sections:were
,

randomly selected from the tweney sections comprising the Course. Two of these'
-

sections wsre randomly chosen"frc,M the-foUr and combined into an-experimental

group, CR =.(9). The remaining, two sections were.combined to form the control
,; /

group, (N = 47).., The separate quiz sections met twice a week, whereas the

entire grouLttended lectures three tiOes per week. The evalUation instrument

was administved se-ithelour quiz sections separately at their weekly meeting.-

Instrument. IAS form 3 (Gillmore, Note 2) was administered to experi-

mentil and contrOl-groupS (see Appendix A fori.-complete form).

Procedure. Permission from theocouree instructor had been Secured.prior

to visiting the quiz sections and the teaChing assistants (TA's) for the
I

secitiowere akdave that their section might be choién that day for:Partici-

pation in the experiment.

When.the experimenter arrived at the-classrooms, the,TA left the- room.

The taiiored instructions (See Appendix C for Complete 1.8,-%--:tns) were re4V,

aloud to the t'wo sections comprising the experimenttl group.

were instructed to bypass'the,deMographic items and the

fank orderoseparately the reiaining.eighteen.diagnostic

and course inforMation items, and then to grid in their

These students

four global items, to

instructor feedback

evaluative responses

to these diagnostic items before responding to the former items. Standard

instructions (See Appendix B for complete instructions) were given to the two

- sections composing the, control group, in which students responded to all evalua-

tiOn iteis in the order in which they occurred. Sub quently 5s,were asked,

.to rank order the diagnostic instructor and course items as to their iiportance

7
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5

in meaSuring teaching effectiv,eness. Both.control and experimental groups were
,

told.that they Were rating the main instructor for the course and'not the TA

for their section.

Results and 'Conchrsiona*

The primary.research hypothesis of this study concerned IVelf with the

VOIred.uction of the halo effect as evidenced by high inter-item dorre s. For

otir dialuative instrument the diagnostic items of interest are the inrtructor
t ,

v .

feedback and student information items bf Table 1. The resulting'inter-item
/-

1
.

..

correlationslor these.twp sets of items, under the tailored instruttions;given

to the experimental group and the.standard instructions given to the control

group, appear in Table 2. Italisized correlations tepresen se of thelk

experimental group.

Insert Table& 1 and 2 about here

/

The inter-item correlations among items 5 through 15 and,16 throughs".22

tend tb be smaller'for-the experimental group than those of the'cOritrol grou

condition (Table 2). The avetage inter-item correlatibh ) within both'

instructor feedback and student information items.for the experimental giotip

was .29, whereas'1Or the control group rli equalled .43 for the instrior

'feedback and .46 for the course.inforthation items. To' testfor pairtItise direc-
11

tional differences between experimental and control group correlat ns a sign

yot (Winer, 1971) was performed on the pafrs2bf correlations ii able 2. Of

the 55 pairs of cqrrelation coefficients within the diagno ic nstructór feed-

back section., 33 of the experimental group correlations were' ess than those of

'the contrQ4 group, a difference significant at the .01 leve The result of .-

the sign test for the student information:items showed 16 of the 21,pairs of.

8
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6

correlations for phe experimental group to_be less-than those of the control

grup - a difference.signifieant at the .05 level. We can.conclude from these

results, then; that the tailored instructions given to the experimental group

resulted in redlced inter-item correlations among the two sets of diagnostic

evaluation items.

-
Additional evidence exists io show that the 'students within the.experimental

group continued to shotmore discrimination among items between the'instruCtor

fe4dback section and course information sect:ton, as well as within these avil

tive Sections. Total ratings were camputed for the eleven instrUtor

4

items andthe seven course information items'for both-experimental and control

groups. The correlation between total instuctor feedback and course,information

sections across all students within temxperimental grOup &palled .53, whereas-
,

the same correlation forqhe control groUP wai .71. These results may be taken

as further support for the contention that the experimental instructions.cause. -
I

the student to look mere-discirningly at the specific items rather than to b,e

affected by some overriing attitude,"ot4aio-effect; throughout the evaluation.

A e-test for differencesj between these correlations ticrshow, however,,np.

statistical/y significant difference between the groups.

It is interesting to ask if .!-1- cxperimental ttearmant altsred the item means,

in compariSon to the control groW t---..tests were performed between experimental

and control group mean Asponsea on all diagnostic items within-the instruCtor

feedback and student information sections. No obtained t value between group_-7

mean responses reached significance at the .05 level. Furthermore, the experi-

mental group gave.more favorable ratings on ten items, and less favorable

- ratings on,eight items. This difference is not significant. Th4s, there is

no evidence-that the experimenpal treatmene al#ered -the overall level at which

studers responded. - -
Q.



Importance Rankings

StUdent aiings Effect

- Instructions'to both die expeiimentai and control1group students included
\

having each student rank.the items within'each Section id terms of
0

,
The only difference between'groups was that the experimental group

items prior to using t,hem to tate the courSe-and instructor,

importance.

ranked the,

the control group.

cld their rankings subseciuent to their ratings. Thetmedian rank of each item

for both groups is found ih Table 3. Also found in Table 3 are the relative

-Tanks of the items in terms(of these medians.

ingert Table 3-about here

In.general, there was a high degree of agreement between werimental and

(control group members in, terms of the' relative impOttane of items. The rank

correlation be een the ranks for the instructor feedb4ck itema was .79,, the,

same cor ation.for the student inforMationitems was a peKfect 1.00.

Within the instructor feedback section; Le highest rank4.4temS w'ere

,those dealing with the instru tor's explanations and organization. Items

dealing wiih Characteristics of the instructor, e.g., his/her enthusiag, interest,-,
, t 4

.clarity'of objectives, and availability ofetra help were rated as less

12,

important. ,Within the student inftumation section, amount learned in the course

.wap rated most highly followed'by4he relevance4and usefulness

content. 'Instructor interest

f the couit6e'
-

student lePrning and use of class time were

inteimediately ranked. Gradin clarity of responsibilities, and assigned

work were rated as least important. From a pedagogical point of trieW, the

rankings by students seems very sound. However, it sbould be kept in mind that

these rankings were applied to a specific course, not routtPds in general:
'

1 0
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.6

The Pr4ary purpose of this Jstudy wasuito explore whether correlations'among

diagnostic items of a student ratings form could be reduced through using'

*

special instructions to raters. These insiructions differeddrom standare in-
,

structions inr"o Nays: StudtsranI&ordeed 'items inrrMs of importance,
.

.

prior to dsing them.to rate the course, and kudents responled to the-diagnostic

r,

items,prior to responding to general evaluationak items.
. .

The special instructions were' Aucctssfl. in reduding the.inter-item corre-

,
.

ations relative-to the same cotrel\ion- s deriving from the ratings of a g roup
. .

using standard instructions. We theorized that this reduction could be indicatiir

of greaser diagnostic value .of the ratingi of the experimental group. This

implication-is ,d1e#r1 based'on an in ct and statistical agreement, but

reduced correlations amcg items within a class are not sufficient to claim

grapter,44ignosticity of those-items. In the extreme case, intek=item corre-

lationscip, be reduced bi including irrelevant and poorlywritten items on

the form.; a methoctwhich,would clearly reduce diagnosticity. Furtherstudies

should be conducted in which the Methodology of this study is combined with

systematic manipulations of same sOecifid teachiy behaviors, e,g., poor vs

good explant4ons, while,holding others constant. Studies of this)ort could

jmore directly 'onfront the issue of.r 1e item diagnosticity..

Further study is also necessary to a sess the relative importance of the'

two strategiba used ,In this study to inElu ce correlations among items.

Having students rank items before using thim for rating ihe courae was con-
,

founded-with having'siudents,respond to the diagnostic items prior to respdnding

to the general items. It is presently .sipossible to determine which of these

strategies.i0 effective,2or whether it is a combination of the two.f- At-least

_11
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two adOtional groups should be assess d; one for which standard,instructiond

are only modified tp include prior r ng of items 'and one for which standard

instructions are only,modified to include.responding to diagnostic items firge",

To cOnclude, the basié purpose oi this study was adhieVed;,that is,, non-

standard instructions,were developed which tiOcessfully reduced correlation's

ong items. We feel these lowered correlations may refleot an increase in the

information arising from these items ui,specifically for the diagrsis of instruc-
, ...

.

.,

tional problems. ;Further researchmore direct in-nature, is needed to validate

our assumption. o'
-

12
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two adOtional groups should be assess d; one for which standard-instruttiond

are only modified to include prior r ng of items 'and one for which standard

instructione are only,modified to include.responding to diagnOstic items fitte",

To cOnclude, the basid purpose of this study was athieited;,that is, non-
.

standard instructions,were developed which utcessfully reduced correlationa

11
ong items. We feel these lowered correlations maireflec.t an increase in the

_

information arising from these items.:4ecificaily for the diagnoks of instruc:-
, ...

tional problems. ;Further researchmore direct in-nature, is needed to validate

our assumption.

<,

4
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Table 1%

Items Within the Instrtictor Feedback and the Student-.-4.
Information Sections (Form B)-of 1AS

INSTRUCTOR FEEDBACK ITEMS

5. Course organization was:

6. Sequential presentation of concepts was:

7. ExplanatiOns by instiuctr were:

8. Instructos ability to present alternative explanations

when needed was:

1
9. Instiuctor's uee of examples and illustrations was:

10. Instructor's enhancement\of .student interest in

the material was:

11. Seudent'confidence in instructor's knowledge was:

12. ,Ilistructor's enthusiasm was:.-

J3. Clarity of course objectives was:

14. Interebt level of class sessions was:

15. Availability of extra help when needed was:

STUDENT INFORMATION ITEMS

16. ,Uso of class time was:

17. Instructor's interest in whether students learned was:

18. Amount you learned in the course was;

19. Relevance and usefulness of course content

20.. Evaluative and grading techniques (tests, paPers,

projects, etc.) were:

-21. Reasonableness of assigned work was:

22. Clarity of 'Student responsibilities and requirements Was:

13
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,Intet-Item Correlations df Instructor,Feedback Items and

S6ident Information Items in Experimental and Control"Groups1

6

.78

7

,32

.28

.56

.43

8

.26

.46

.29

.51

.29

.69

9

.19

.33

. 38

.45

.58

.46

,42
.59

10

.31.

'.30

.30

.40

.38

.42

.14

.49

.44

.45

11

:17

.31

.19

.37

:56

.27.

.37

:44

.57

.44

.30

.54

12

-.05
'.56

.24

.49

.31

.38

,;16

.41

.311,

.40

.46

.44

.36

-13

.58,

.21

.54

.35

.36

..24

.19

.38

.21

ejk

.20

.28

'.04

.18

.0,;

.61

4

:14

-.vs
.08

.004

.42

.33

.27

.30

.56

.25

.40,
.

.62

.68

.37

.45

.46

.38

-.16
.38

15

-.11
-.32'

.04

.28

.14

.20

.16

.39

.37

.26

.20

.36

.45

,.42

.50

47
.35

..19

.33

.19

17 18 19 20. 21 22

A,

.34 -.000 -.02 .41 ,23 .29

.29 .37 .26 ..16 .17 .30

.36 :10 .41 .41 .46

.56 .44 .39 :35 .68

..43 .33 .45 .10
.68 .5,0 .62 .61

.20 .24 .12

.42 .64 .50

.44 .36
,63 .48

.47

.62

talic numbers repres nt the experimental condition. Items 5-15 are the instructor feed-

ack items, while items 16-22 are'the student information iteMs.

1 ty
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'Table 3

Median Impbrtance Ranks and Ralative Rank of

Items in ExPerimental and Control Conditions

Item

Median Rank

Exper. Control
N

,

4.7 5.6

5.6 6.4 .,

2.4 1.7

RelatiVe Rank

Exper. . Control

2 4 41

5 7

1 1

Instructor Feedback Items

5

6

7

8 5.4 5.4 4 3

9 5.0 4.o 3 2

I0 7.1 5.4 8 5
44....

11
z

12

13

7.3

6.7

6.5

6.1

7.1 ,

7.6

9

7

6

6

8

10

14
, 8.6 7.6 11 10

15 7.9 7.6 10 10

Student Information Items

16 4.2 4.2

17 3.5
. ,

3.3 3 3

18 1.8 1.8 1 1

19 2.3 2.2 2 2

20 4.9 4.9 5 5

21 5.4 5:6 7 7

22 5.2 5.3 6 6
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Appendix B: Regular Control Group Instructions

Hello, I'm from Ole Educational Assessment Centerl-
and f'm doing a study to learn more about how stu ents. rate theircourses.

I'd like you to respond to this questionnaire. .Whi e this is not a.regular

.end-of-the-quarter raeing, the results will be given to the. instructor after

the course is over. If items refer'to the instrtictor, rate your professor

and not your T.A. Please restkond to every qUestion, Doea'ariyone need a pencil?

Beginning at the top ofthe questionnaire, where you'are asked for in-

formation about yoUrself, please respond to the entire questionnaire. I'll

wait. (Wait.) Now, let's go backto Section II. Rank order all of the'll-
,

items from 1 to 11 judging what you believe are most important as feedback

items to the instructor's teaching effectiveness. Remember, Lis most important

and li is least important. Place your ranks to the left of the printed item

number. Do not go back and change your responses. Do the sate for the 7

items in Section III, ranking them from 1 to 7. Again, 1 is most important

and 7 is least important.

Are there any questions?

(When finished, thank the students.)

2 0
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Appendix : Tailored Instructions

J1ello, I'm from' the. Educatioclal Assessment center and I'm doing

a study to Iearn more about how students rate their courses.. 1'4'. Iklirou to

resplond to this questionnaire. While this is not a regular end-of-quarth

rating, the'results will be given to the instructor after the course is over. If

items iefer to the instructor,.rate your profesSor and not your T.A. Please

respöndto every,question. ,I'm going to.pass out questionnaires. Please leave

them face-down until-I give you.further instkuctions. Does anyone meed's pencil?

I wOuld like to begin with Section II. Read the 'items - there are 11 Of

theM. Rank order all of the items in SeCtion IT from 1 to 11 judging how tn-

portant they are as feedback items to the instructor's teaching effectiveness.

1 is most important and 11 is least importaht. Place' your ranks to the left of

the printed item number. (Pause) Go back and grid in the items in the order

in which you ranked them...one first, and so on. .Do the same for Section III,

ranking the 7 items from 1 to 7. Again, 1 is most important and 7 is least

important.

When you have completed Section III, go'to the top of the questionnaire

where you are asked for information.about yourself. Please respond. Then go to

Section I. Do not rank order these items. Simply respond to the choices.

Are there any questions?

. (When finished, thank the students.)

21
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Appendix : Tailored Instructions

,Hello, I'm from the Educational Assessment Center and I'm doing

I!a study to learn more about how students rate their courses.. 1'4' ikiirou to

resplondtothisquestionnaire. While this
J

is not a regular end-of-quarar

rating, the'results will be given to the instructor after the course is over. If

items iefer to the instructor,.rate your profesSor and not your T.A. Please

respönd -to every question. ,I'm going to.pass out questionnaires. Please leave

them face-down until-I give you.further instructions. Does anyone meed'a.pencll?

I wOuld like to begin with Section II. Read the Items - there are 11 Of

theM. Rank order all of the items in SeCtion II from 1 to 11 judging how im-

-

portant they are as feedback items to the instructor's teaching effectiveness.

1 is most important and 11 is least importaht.' Place' your ranks to the left of

the printed item number. (Pause) Go back and grid in the items in 'the order

in which you ranked them...one first, and so on. .Do the same for Section III,

ranking the 7 items from 1 to 7. Again, 1 is most important and 7 is least

important.

When you have completed Section III, go.to the top of the questionnaire

where you are asked for information.about yourself. Please respond. Then go to

Section I. Do not rank order these items. Simply respond 'to rhe choices.

Are there any questions?

. (When finished, thank the students.)
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